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Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services

Dave Somers Barb Mock, Director
County Executive 3000 Rockefeller Avenue M/S #604
Everett, WA 98201-4046

(425) 388-3311 FAX (425) 388-3832

REVIEW COMPLETION LETTER

DATE OF LETTER: August 4, 2016
PROJECT FILE NO: 16-109244 LDA
PROJECT NAME: Paine Field Passenger Terminal

COMPLETE APPLICATION DATE: June 7, 2016

APPLICANT and CONTACT:

Mark Reichin - Propeller Airports Paine Field
9724 — 32" Drive W

Everett, Washington 98204

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Earthwork in preparation for the construction of a 29,300 square foot passenger air service terminal.

Dear Mr. Reichin:

The information listed below is required to evaluate your proposal further. Please respond to all of the
comments.

Planning/Land Use:

Project Planner: Tom Barnett, Project Manager tom.barnett@snoco.org 425-388-3311, ext 2997

1. This project is subject to the requirement for environmental review, and the requirement for a
threshold determination pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and SCC
30.61.035.

2. The Stormwater Site Plan, at Step 5b, references an analysis by AECOM fueling experts
regarding fuel spills. Please provide a copy of this analysis.


mailto://tom.barnett@snoco.org

Comments received in response to the Notice of Application are attached. Please provide a
written response to each comment.

A demolition permit will be required for the existing structure. Please provide a completed
demolition  permit  application. The application form is available online at:
http://www.snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/7460 .

SCC Table 30.26.030(1) requires 10 parking stalls for every 1,000 square feet of gross floor area
of “waiting areas”, for air passenger terminals. Applying this ratio to the entire structure (even
though only a portion of the structure will be “waiting areas”) results in a requirement for 293
stalls.

The plans show 351 new parking stalls in Parking Lot P1, with Parking Lots P3 and P4 providing
an additional approximately 220 existing stalls dedicated to the proposed terminal. The parking
areas shown on the plans provide parking well in excess of the zoning code requirement.

Please provide information regarding electrical redundancy for the stormwater pumps.

A planset and the Stormwater Site Plan document have mark-ups showing requested revisions.
Please be sure to return the markups when resubmitting.

| Drainage/Grading/Geohazard:

Reviewer: Randy Sleight, Chief Engineering Officer randy.sleight@snoco.org 425-388-3311, ext 2014

1.

2.

Please see the enclosed memo from Mr. Sleight

Please see mark-ups included in the Stormwater Site Plan; be sure to return the marked-up
document when resubmitting for the next review.

Prior to issuance of the LDA permit, a Stormwater Facility Easement must be submitted,
approved, and recorded with the county Auditor’'s Office. The easement form is available online
at:

http://www.snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/26340

Instructions for completing and filing the easement are online at:
http://www.snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/7568

| Transportation:

Reviewer: Mark Brown, Engineer llI mark.brown@snoco.org 425-388-3311, ext 4536

1.

Please see the enclosed memo from Mr. Brown.

Fire:

Reviewer: Lori Burke, Senior Fire Inspector  lori.burke@snoco.org 425-388-3311, ext 2279
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1. Please see the enclosed memo from Ms. Burke.

Right-of-Way:

Reviewer: Darren Hansen darren.hansen2@snoco.org 425-388-3311 extension 2214

1. A separate engineer’s signed and stamped cost estimate is required for the temporary erosion
control measures to establish the erosion control bond amount for the entire project site per SCC
30.84. The estimate must include new impervious surface square footage with the erosion control
estimate submittal, and must be stamped and signed by the project engineer. Submittal fees are
based on a percentage of this square footage.

2. Please contact Shawn Toevs at 425-388-3311, extension 2208, to submit the erosion control
bond or assignment of funds (using one of the enclosed forms).

3. A Certificate of Insurance must be submitted to the county’s Finance Department — please see
the information brochure attached to the cover e-mail.

Other Information Required:

1. A cover letter that identifies the proposed change(s) cross referenced to the comments on this
project is required. Be sure to include and identify any additional changes proposed as well.
Please provide five (5) copies.

RESUBMITTAL OF REQUESTED ITEMS

Please contact the PDS Project Manager, Tom Barnett (tom.barnett@snoco.org 425-388-3311,
extension 2997) to arrange for submittal of the requested information. The resubmittal package must
address all changes in order to be accepted.

Please be sure to provide the following number of copies:

Grading/Drainage Plans 5
Other Documents 5

Review of your application will continue upon the receipt of the required information. At the conclusion of
that review, you will be notified if the project is ready for a SEPA threshold determination.

Please note that your land disturbing activity application will expire on December 7, 2017, per SCC Table
30.70.140(2).

Sincerely,
Tom Barnett

Project Manager

cc: Snohomish County Airport


mailto://darren.hansen2@snoco.org
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: July 29, 2016
TO: Tom Barnett, Project Manager
FROM: Randy Sleight, Chief Engineering Officer
SUBJECT: Passenger Terminal at Paine Field, 16-109244 LDA
Plan Sheets:
1. Sheet G1.0; Need to list the CESCL for the project
2. Sheet G4.0: Add flagger for haul route at location “use existing swing gate”
3. Sheet G6.0: Move pedestrian path out of parking lot P2 to a curb side sidewalk.
4. Sheet C9.0: Plans show a swing gate. Don't think this meets TSA requirements. Needs to be 8’
plus wire tall slide gate with Access control.
5. Sheet C9.0: The plans don’t show an AOA fence from New PAE Terminal to FAA fence and to
old Terminal.
6. PE to sign and date all sheets across professional engineers seal State of Washington license.
7. Provide electrical plans, prior to building permit for wet vault, to address pump operation.

Stormwater Site Plan:

1.

2.

3.

Page 1 says the project site as 11.15 AC. On page 6 it says the total site area is 8.43 AC. On
page 16 it says 8.43 AC developed site. Are these describing different areas? Sheet C 1.2
reflects a total leased area to be 10.70 acres which appears to be the correct number. What is
the 0.25 acres that drains off site from the work area that does not drain to the storm system on
sheet C 1.2, this acreage needs to be described in the downstream drainage narrative if new or
replaced hard surface is being revised or changed at all within this 0.25 acres?

Will the removal of the existing storm system under the proposed building be shown on a
demolition plan somewhere?

Add PFN 16-109244 LDA to all LDA sheets (typ)

Figures Sheet C1.2 Land disturbing Activities shows lease area Al as 7.53 AC. This should be
1.53 AC.

Sheet C 4.0 Contractor to supply fabrication drawings for precast vault if precast vault is chosen
for design option, otherwise if cast in place, additional structural detailing will be necessary for
the penetrations of the inlet and outlet pipes. A separate building permit will be necessary for the
vault.



9.

The vault access manholes and layout will need to be reworked to provide a 50 maximum
distance to a ladder for anyone inside the vault who has to maintain the vault per EDDS
standards.

On the grading plans provide the FF of the vault elevations and on the building pad provide a FF
elevation.

The limits of grading or clearing limits line needs to be labeled on this sheet and is this triangle
on the southwesterly side consistent with the triangle shown on C1.2?

Sheet C5.0 What is happening with the pavement southwesterly of the rectangle that is
showing grading in a triangle on C4.0 south of the building?

Sheet 6.0 Provide the specification for the aircraft rated trench drains. Reference table C6.4
for location information on catch basins and see sheet C6.1 for profiles of storm drainage
system.

There is no mention in the SWPPP or the Erosion Control Plans about the Contractor obtaining
an NPDES permit. This will need to be done.

There is no mention in the SWPPP or the Erosion Control Plans about wet weather erosion
control requirements, which seem likely at this point.

Place an Emergency Shut-Off Vault and valve close to and downstream of the drainage outlet
from the vault in the event there is a fuel spill.

10. On sheet C6.11 provide the pump data and supply the system head curves and pump cycle

11.

12.

13.

frequency expected from the design event. Why is only one 8000 GPM being specified when
the County normally requires a full back up pump system on an independent generator if the
primary power goes out? Please explain the pump design better in the narrative, for example
when are the float switches to be activated at what elevation will they trip etc. Where will the
electrical system be tied into the main panels at for the primary pumps and back up pumps? Is
the footing drain shown on detail 2/C6.11 going to back up and be surcharged prior to pump turn
on and what elevation is this footing drain at? Provide more specific data on the operation and
maintenance requirements for all of the pump system. This is not currently covered in the
Snohomish County Drainage Manual as section 2.1.9 suggests.

On Page 26 of the SWPPP, change the 4.1 Site Inspection frequency to 1 week (not one month)
for sites that are temporarily stabilized and inactive. (There is only one designated monitoring
point.)

On Page 30 of the SWPPP, in 6.1.1, add a requirement to submit copies of Site Inspection Field
Report to the Paine Field Airport Engineer weekly.

Please describe why the fail results are included in the stormwater site plan design report for the
stream protection duration standard? If you have modified the vault size to something larger
than 108.94 feet square and rerun this based on the actual design size, please provide the
numeric data to confirm the design adequacy of the vault size. Why is the OWS being sized to
include the disturbed and undisturbed site PGIS impervious of 6.9 acres, but the wet vault itself
is just being designed for the 2.9 acres of disturbed PGIS impervious? Confirm how the
additional 4.00 acres is being treated that is tributary to the wet vault system, even thou it is
being pumped.



Traffic Comments from Jan O’Neill, Airport Engineer:

1. Provide more traffic data on the flow of traffic to Airport Road as part of the trip generation and
distribution analysis.



MEMORANDUM

July 29, 2016

TO: Tom Barnett, Principal Economic Development Officer
Planning and Development Services

FROM: Mark A. Brown, Engineer lll, Transportation Development Reviewer
Planning and Development Services, Transportation Engineering Section

SUBJECT: File No. 16 109244 LDA, Paine Field Passenger Terminal
First Transportation Impact, Mitigation and Concurrency Review Comments

The Transportation Engineering Review Section of Planning and Development Services (PDS) has
reviewed the subject development proposal for compliance with Chapter 30.66B SCC (Snohomish
County’s Traffic Mitigation and Concurrency Ordinance), Snohomish County Engineering Design and
Development Standards (EDDS) and the appropriate County Rules and procedures and has summarized
that review below. This development proposal is subject to the requirements of the version of Chapter
30.66B SCC that was in effect at the time of submittal of a complete application to the County.

General Information

The applicant proposes to develop a Passenger Terminal at Paine Field.

The subject property is located west of the intersection of Airport Road/100" St SW in Transportation
Service Area (TSA) “D”, inside the urban growth area (UGA).

On site access will be provided by use of the existing private roads on Airport Property.
The plan used for this review was received by (PDS) on June 7, 2016.

The subject development is vested to the 2016 version of the EDDS.

The site is currently developed with an airport. All of the existing activities will remain.

Notice of Decision Requirements for Concurrency and Impact Fee Determination:

The development is still under review and no concurrency decision has been made at this time.
Notice language will be provided in a subsequent traffic review memorandum.

Concurrency [SCC 30.66B.120]

The County makes a concurrency determination for each development application to ensure the
development will not impact a county arterial unit in arrears or cause a county arterial to go in arrears.

The development is not concurrent at this time.



Additional information is needed to determine whether or not the development is concurrent. The memo
from Snohomish County Traffic Operations dated June 21, 2016, indicates that there are items that need
to be addressed regarding how the LOS was determined for Arterial Unit 228, Airport Road/128™" St SW
for the AM and PM PTS. This memo is attached. Once this has been adequately addressed a
concurrency determination will be made.

Inadequate Road Condition (IRC) [SCC 30.66B.210]

Regardless of the existing level of service, any development which adds three or more P.M. peak-hour
trips to a location in the road system determined to have an existing inadequate road condition (IRC) at
the time of imposition of mitigation requirements, or development whose traffic will cause an IRC at the
time of full occupancy of the development, must eliminate the IRC.

The subject development proposal will not impact any IRC locations identified within TSA D with three or
more of its p.m. peak hour trips, nor will it create any. Therefore, it is anticipated that mitigation will not
be required with respect to inadequate road conditions and no restrictions to building permit issuance or
certificate of occupancy/final inspection will be imposed under this section of Chapter 30.66B SCC.

Road System Impact Fee [SCC 30.66B.310]

A development shall mitigate its impact upon the future capacity of the Snohomish County road system
by paying a road system impact fee reasonably related to the impacts of the development on arterial
roads located in the same transportation service area as the development, at the rate identified in SCC
30.66B.330 for the type and location of the proposed development. A development's road system impact
fee will be equal to the development's new average daily traffic (ADT), based on the latest edition of the
ITE Trip Generation report published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, times the per trip
amount for the specific transportation service area identified in SCC 30.66B.330 or acceptable specific
trip generation information provided by the applicant or their Traffic Engineer.

Trip generation for the subject development is based on trips from the airport in Bellingham Washington
and appears to be acceptable. The impact fee will be identified after the requested concurrency
determination has been made.

Frontage Improvements [SCC 30.66B.410]

The site does not have frontage on an opened constructed maintained public road. The roads used to
access the site are on Paine Field property.

Right-of-way Classification / Access and Circulation [SCC Title 13, EDDS 3-02 and 30.66B.420]
Classification
Internal Road Classification:
Private Roads
External Road Classification:

The site does not front a public road, but the internal private roads front Airport Road a Principal
Arterial according to the adopted Snohomish County Arterial Circulation map, effective July 2, 2015.

SCC 30.66B.420 Access and Circulation Requirements



All developments will be required to:

(a) Provide for access and transportation circulation in accordance with the comprehensive
plan and this chapter applicable to the particular development,

(b) Design and construct such access in accordance with the EDDS, and

(c) Improve existing roads that provide access to the development in order to comply with
adopted design standards, in accordance with SCC 30.66B.430.

(2) Access to state highways and city streets shall be in accordance with the applicable state or
city standards and requirements.

(2) All developments that propose to take access via an existing public or private road which,
for the vehicle trips projected to use the road after full occupancy of the development, is not
designed and constructed in accordance with the EDDS, will be required to improve such road to
bring it into compliance with the EDDS when the director of public works determines it necessary to
provide for safety and the operational efficiency of the road. The extent of improvements will be
established by the director of public works in accordance with SCC 30.66B.430. No improvements
are required for 100 St SW.

Right-of-Way Requirements [SCC 30.66B.510, SCC 30.66B.520]
The site does not front public right-of-way. No right-of-way is required to be deeded.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) [SCC 30.66B.630]

TDM is a strategy for reducing vehicular travel demand, especially by single occupant vehicles during
commuter peak hours. TDM offers a means of increasing the ability of transportation facilities and
services to accommodate greater travel demand without making expensive capital improvements. The
County requires TDM of developments inside the UGA and developments that impact arterial units
designated as ultimate capacity.

All new developments in the urban area shall provide TDM measures. Sufficient TDM measures shall be
provided to indicate the potential for removing a minimum of five (5) percent of the development's P.M.
peak hour trips from the road system. This requirement shall be met by the provisions of on-site design
requirements under SCC 30.66B.640, as applicable, except where the development proposes
construction or purchase of specific offsite TDM measures or voluntary payment in lieu of site design, in
accordance with SCC 30.66B.620 and SCC 30.66B.625.

In a letter dated July 14, 2016, Everett Transit has indicated that to make future transit possible to the
site that the site plan be revised to accommodate a 40 foot bus with appropriate turning radiuses and a
load and unload area. This should be considered by the applicant.

The applicant has submitted a TDM plan with the initial application submittal. Additional information is
needed for this plan to be acceptable. Those items are:

A section view through the site that shows the pedestrian facilities regarding type (conc. etc.) width
and depth of materials.

A text description of the TDM measures proposed for the development, as is required by SCC
30.66B.660(1).

100" St SW has a concrete sidewalk on its south side. Show that the proposed pedestrian facilities
will connect to it.



100" St SW needs to be labeled.
The pedestrian facility on 100" St SW needs to be shown.

State Highway Impacts [SCC 30.66B.710]

When a development's road system includes a state highway, mitigation requirements will be established
using the terms of the interlocal agreement (ILA) between the County and the Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT).

This development is subject to ILA between Snohomish County and the WSDOT that became effective
on December 21, 1997, and as amended through the date of completeness for this application.

The applicant has offered $32,695.20 for impacts to State highways. This is based on $36.00/ADT.
Comment from WSDOT have not been received and is needed.

Other Jurisdictions Streets and Roads [SCC 30.66B.720]

Mitigation requirements for impacts on streets inside cities and roads in other counties will be established
consistent with the terms of a Reciprocal Traffic Mitigation ILA between the County and the other
jurisdiction(s).

This development is subject to the ILA between Snohomish County and the City of Mukilteo. Comment
from the City dated July 1, 2016, has been received. Those comments request additional analysis for
the proposed new trips to the road system. The City indicates that impacts to the adjacent community
will be unmitigated. The City has not commented on the $94,406.25 offer to the City as traffic mitigation
for City streets.

Other Issues or Items:
None
Summary of items to be addressed prior to final recommendation:

Address LOS/Concurrency issues
Address TDM issues.
Comments from WSDOT are needed.

Additional comments from the City of Mukilteo are needed.

attachment



SNOHOMISH COUNTY

Public Works
MEMORANDUM
DATE: June 21, 2016
TO: Mark Brown, Engineer lll Department of Planning and Development Services
FROM: Stephanie Prescott, P.E., Engineer Il TES - Traffic Operations

SUBJECT: Review Comments for Synchro Analysis of Paine Field Arterial Unit LOS Analysis

The Snohomish County Department of Public Works (DPW) has reviewed the analysis for the Paine
Field Passenger Terminal Traffic Impact Analysis. The proposed development site is located on the west
side of Airport Rd, taking access at the intersection with Airport Rd and 100th St SE. The development is
proposed to provide a passenger terminal that can handle 20 76 person aircraft with an additional 20
weekly trips for a 150 person aircraft.

The following arterial units (AU) were analyzed due to the developments impact:
AU 227 — Beverly Park Rd, from Airport Rd to SR 525 — AM and PM Peak

AU 228 - 128th St SW, From I-5 SB ramps to Airport Rd - AM and PM Peak

AU 231 - Airport Rd, From 106th ST SW to Kasch Park Rd — AM and PM Peak

DPW has determined that the analysis contained some departures from the Snohomish County guideline
Traffic Study Future Level of Service Analysis, Synchro Model Calibration.

AU 228 — Airport Rd/128th St SW AM and PM Peak

Based on the submittal, both the AM and the PM peak required modeling. Based on the pipeline trips
this arterial unit will fall below the 10mph threshold but made the statement that with optimization of the
signal timings, the arterial will not fall below the threshold. However, the following correction will need to
be made for future analysis to represent the current conditions of the signal operations.

AM and PM Existing

1. Input all the conflicting pedestrians in the volume window and all the pedestrian calls in the Phasing
window for signalized intersections. Pedestrian calls should be for each approach. For unsignalized
intersections, input the pedestrian conflicts in the volume window only.

2. Channelization between 8th Ave W and Gibson and Admiralty should include a two-way Left turn lane,
not an extra lane turning into a drop lane.

3. SR 99 and Airport Way — Remove the minimum recalls for east and west directions. Add the all red
and yellow times to the max splits for each phase.

4., 128th St SE and 8th Ave W — Change min recall on phase 4 and 8 to none. During the PM peak the
east and westbound left turns are operating as protected only. Also include the overlap sheets in the
signal timings for all intersections.

5. 128th ST SE and 5th Ave W — Change min recall on phase 4 and 8 to None. During the PM peak the
east and westbound left turns are operating as protected only.



6. 128th ST SE and 4th Ave W — Minimum recall only exists on phase 1. Change Phase 4 and 8 to
Recall mode = None.

7. 128th St SE and I-5 ramps — The offset is O for the afternoon peak.

8. Snopipe Pipeline sheets are missing 8 th ave and 128tt St SW and for the I-5 Ramps.

AU 227 — Beverly Park Rd from SR 525 and Airport Rd AM and PM Peak

Based on the submittal, both the AM and the PM peak required modeling. The project volumes will drop
the speed, but not below the 13 mph threshold for the Eastbound and Westbound. However, the
following items should be noted for future analysis.

1. General comment for all intersections is that the pedestrian activations in Synchro should be for each
approach. Phase 2 will have the pedestrians crossing the East leg. Phase 4 will have the pedestrian
crossing the south leg and so forth.

2. General comment is that a soft recall in the program is not the same as a Min recall.

3. The network should show the two way left turn lanes. This is modeled in Synchro by first making the
signals operate at unsignalized and adding the TWLTL and then putting in the signal timings.

4. Beverly Park Rd and SR 525 — There is a Northbound and Southbound Right turn Overlap from SR
525. These are hardwired, so you will not see it in the program. Ped Calls should be entered as phase 4
is 23. Phase 8 =7, Phase 2 =7, and Phase 6 = 1. Remove the minimum recalls. Use the splits
supplied from the Phase Table 2 timings.

5. Add in Key Intersection at Beverly Park Rd and 121st St SE. This is a key intersection.

6. Beverly Park Rd and Gibson Rd — Phase 2 is set to None recall.

7. Beverly Park and Center Rd — There is only 1 SB left turn pocket. The recall mode should be set to
None.

8. Beverly Park Rd and School — Change the SB left turn pocket to a 150 ft length. The recall mode
should be set to Max for phase 2 and 6.

9. Beverly Park Rd and 112th St SE — Change the turn lanes to pockets with 150ft in length.

10. Beverly Park Rd and Holly Dr — Phase 7 always lags phase 8 for this intersection. The recall mode
for phase 2 and 6 should be set to None.

AU 231 — Airport Rd from Kasch Park to 106th/Beverly Park AM and PM Peak

Based on the submittal, both the AM and the PM peak required modeling. The project volumes will drop
the speed, but not below the 13 mph threshold for the Eastbound and Westbound. However, the
following items should be changed for future analysis.

1. General comment for all intersections is that the pedestrian activations in Synchro should be for each
approach. Phase 2 will have the pedestrians crossing the East leg. Phase 4 will have the pedestrian
crossing the south leg and so forth.

2. General comment is that a soft recall in the program is not the same as a Min recall.

3. The peak for this road is actually earlier in the day around 2PM. Make sure travel time studies
account for this and are made during peak hour commutes.

4. Airport Rd and 94th St SW — The signal is running using phase bank 2, not 1. Please update and
include that page in the timing sheets published. There is a phase 3 and 8 for the 94th St SW
approaches. There is also a westbound right turn overlap that goes with phase 1.

5. Airport Rd and Kasch Park Rd — This intersection is coordinated during the PM peak and running the
90 sec cycle length with an offset of 20 seconds.



Snohomish County
Planning & Development Services

MEMORANDUM

TO: Tom Barnett
FROM: Lori Burke
DATE: Jul 29, 2016

SUBJECT: 16 109244 LDA - Paine Field Passenger Terminal

The Fire Marshal’s Office has reviewed the above referenced development proposal for compliance with
Snohomish County Code (SCC) Chapter 30.53A Fire Code.

General Information

The application for the above referenced Land Use application was received by Planning and Development
Services on June 07, 2016

Fire review has been conducted for the earthwork in preparation for the construction of a 29,300 square foot
passenger air service terminal.

All fire review shall be reviewed to the 2012 Edition of the International Fire Code along with the 2013
Washington State Amendments. This shall be corrected on the plan set (Sheet G1.1) at the time of resubmittal.

30.53A.512 Fire Apparatus Access Roads

The fire lanes shall have an increased width and turning radii due to vicinity of the airport and the emergency
vehicle apparatus in use at the airport. All buildings shall be accessible by Paine Field Fire Department crash
trucks and aerial apparatus. Therefore, the turning radii shall be 35 feet inside-side turning radius with a 55 feet
outside-turning radius.

The increased turning radii shall include access from the airside of the terminal to the public side of the terminal
through the newly relocated AOA gate. The dimensions of the gate shall be a minimum of 24 feet in width and
provide access for 2-way traffic. This AOA gate is the only gate available for airside access for mutual aid fire and
EMS vehicle apparatus. The gate shall be equipped with an Opticom controlled device for entry from either
direction.

Access from the existing buildings located to the northeast have been affected by the newly proposed one-way
traffic. Access from these buildings and accesses onto the one-lane loop around the proposed parking shall also
be provided with turning radii coming out of the existing access to the right. Turning radii shall be provided in
both directions for emergency vehicle apparatus access.



Provide additional information and clarification on vehicle service roads and access to airside of the terminal. If
parking is proposed on the airside of the terminal at or near the existing FAA Tower, provide details of the parking
arrangement to be approved by Paine Field Fire Department to assess for apparatus maneuverability.

Approved signs or pavement striping that include the words “No Parking — Fire Lane” shall be provided for fire
apparatus roads to identify such roads or prohibit the obstruction thereof. The means by which fire lanes are
designated shall be maintained in a clean or legible condition at all times and be replaced or repaired when
necessary to provide adequate visibility.

All fire lanes/fire apparatus access roads shall be maintained and accessible during construction.
30.53A.513 Address Identification

Approved numbers or addresses shall be placed on all new and existing buildings in such a position as to be plainly
visible and legible from the street or road fronting the property street signage shall be in place prior to occupancy.
Numbers shall contrast with their background, be Arabic numerals or alphabetical letters with a minimum stroke
width of 0.5 inch. The minimum size for commercial occupancies is 6 inches.

30.53A.514 Fire Protection Water Supply

Water mains and fire hydrants shall meet the required minimum standards for water mains and fire hydrants.
These requirements shall apply to land use and construction permit actions subject to this title, or to any other
existing or future code provision in which compliance with the fire code is specifically required.

All land upon which buildings or portions of buildings are or may be constructed, erected, enlarged, altered,
repaired, moved into the jurisdiction, or improved, shall be served by a water supply designed to meet the
required fire flow for fire protection as set out in Appendix B of the International Fire Code (IFC).

Appendix B Fire-Flow Requirements for Buildings

| cannot determine the exact fire-flow requirements at this time as | need to know the square footages and type
of construction proposed. Fire-flow is determined from Table B105.1. With a square footage of 29,300 square
feet with an “assumed” construction type of VB, the required fire flow would be 4,500 gpm at 20 psi for a 4-hour
duration. However, a reduction in the required fire flow of up to 75% is allowed when the building is provided
with an approved automatic sprinkler system. The resulting fire-flow shall not be reduced below 1,500 gpm and
the demands of the fire sprinkler system shall also be calculated back in.

Our office has received a preliminary report of water availability of 3,000 gpm.

Further fire review will be conducted at the time of building permit application, but at this time my review is
assuming the construction type of VB, which would be wood-framed construction with a higher fire-flow
requirement.

30.53A.516 Fire Hydrant Spacing

Fire hydrant locations shall be determined by the fire marshal, in coordination with the water purveyor, and
pursuant to the requirements of Appendix C of the IFC. Where the buildings are protected by an approved
automatic sprinkler system, the spacing requirements may be modified, if in the opinion of the fire marshal, the
level of fire protection is not reduced.



The proposed water plan shows only two proposed fire hydrants on the public side of the terminal. Fire hydrants
shall also be provided on the airside of the terminal. It would appear that three fire hydrants shall be provided,
however the number of hydrants will be determined when the exact fire-flow requirements have been
determined. Itis unlikely that the existing fire hydrant shown on the water plan (Sheet C7.0) will be utilized as it
is on a dead-end system and too remote from the proposed new terminal. Provide additional fire hydrants airside
of the.

30.53A.518 Hydrant systems

Where a portion of the facility or building hereafter constructed or moved into the jurisdiction is more than 150
feet from a hydrant on a fire apparatus access road, as measured by an approved route around the exterior of the
facility or building, on-site hydrants and mains shall be provided.

It is clear the applicant understands the requirement of providing additional on-site fire hydrants. Provide
clarification of the existing water/fire lines that are running under the proposed new parking lot (Lease Area Al)
and impacts to the existing lines may have in relation to the proposed new hard surfaces. Provide clarification if
there is conflict with the existing water/fire lines and the proposed new storm system or other utilities.

30.53A.520 Hydrant Inspection, Testing and Maintenance Requirements
The following requirements shall apply to the installation or replacement of any required hydrant:

1. Hydrants shall be installed, tested and charged prior to the start of construction, unless otherwise
approved by the fire marshal.

2. All elements of fire hydrant installation including water mains, pipes, valves, and related components shall

conform to the fire code, National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Standard 24 2007 edition, and

American Water Works Association (AWWAA)Standard C502.94.

Four (4) inch storz type steamer port fittings shall be provided on new hydrants.

4. Hydrants shall stand plumb and be set to the finished grade. There shall be a 36 inch radius of clear area
about the hydrant for the operation of a hydrant wrench on the outlets and the control valve. The
pumper port shall face the street, or where the street cannot be clearly identified, the port shall face the
most likely route of approach of the fire apparatus while pumping. The hydrant shall be installed within
15 feet of the street or access roadway or where approved by the Fire Marshal.

5. Hydrants shall not be obstructed by structures, fences, the parking of vehicles, or vegetation. Hydrant
visibility shall not be impaired within a distance of 75 feet in any direction of vehicular approach.

6. The top(s) of the hydrant(s) shall be colored coded to designate the level of service being provided by that
hydrant. For this application it has been determined that the top(s) of the hydrant(s) shall be painted
blue.

7. For all new hydrant installations, either public or private, the developer shall install blue street reflectors
to indicate hydrant locations. Installation of blue street reflectors shall be completed prior to final
approval of any development or new constructions and shall be located hydrant side of center line on the
driving surface. Blue street reflectors shall NOT be required nor allowed on the airside of the terminal.

8. Vehicles shall not be parked within 15 feet of a fire hydrant, or fire department connection, or a fire
protection system control valve.

w

Addition Comments and Requirements

The new terminal will required an NFPA 13 automatic fire sprinkler system. All fire systems shall be provided with
backflow preventers, as also indicated in the review by Mukilteo Water and Wastewater District. An exterior



access to the fire sprinkler riser shall be provided and the FDC location shall be approved by Paine Field Fire
Department and the Fire Marshal.

Further fire review will be conducted at the time of building permit application.
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From the Desk of joe A Kuhder
| fc2 i i

snohoemish County Comprehersive Flan Compliance

Sniohomish Countys Comprehensive Plan Transportation Eement makes
clear on page 43 that, “The county promotes increazed transit uzage by pursuing
. intergovernmental coordination and transt agency plan review; ... reduced
parking requirements; safe, convenient pedestrian accesz fo transit through
development review, site design; Capital projects o provide pedestrian
connectivity to bus stops | fransit centers, shation areaz, parkandride lots and along
transitemphasis corridors™ = Feviewang the SEPA Checklist [ zaw nowork towrards
“reduced parling requirements”™.

But most of all, [ see az to wath my emphasis, “accesz features that enzure
that safe, continuous sidevwalkes, walloerays and arterial crossing are constructed
within a quarter-mile walk of bus sops and are directly accessible from
developments” in the Comp Flan thiz response in the checklist on page 17=
“Eusting sidewrall f pades tian facilities fromm Airport Foad along 1000 S teet 5T o the existing
terrminal will be exterded to the new passenger terminal ™ Problem is, the closzest transitis
more 3 half mile than a quarter mile.

Iay [ susgest you pleasze slap the brakes on this proposzal until mass
transporfation can serve from the terminal doors fo a lugh capacity traneit stop?
Mo seriously as your plan says on page 435, “Enhance the county’s efforts to
implement transportation facility design and land wee development that is
supportive of and compatible with public fransportation services, facilities, and
programs to increase transit uze™ A small sidewalle extension seem 2 inadequate.

Concluding Thoughcs

Ivir. Barnett, this public commentopportunity may just very well be the very
lazt chance for thosze wath concerns about the Paine Aeld Commercial Terminal fo
speak up. Although I have other concerns, I've decided to focus on the traffic
mitigation and sound the alarm about the need fo better connect this terminalwith
exizting & planned public ransit services. Substantial sums and proportions of
new public transport ton investment are being targeted for Paine Aeld, let make
sure we get right a transit connection o a passenger Erminal az 2 .5 mile walk in
the elements with lugga ge 1z not conducive to encouraging transit uge.

I believe it is notwithin the zcope of yowrofceto decide if orwhat airlines
— preferably not Allegiant — fly into Paine Field. Nor iz it likely withun the scope of
your office to decide how often orwhen commercial aircraft service this terminal
—preferably not betwresn 10 POE € AN Thelieve itis arguably very much within
the scope of a planning office to look info lessening trips on highways —and seek
cooperation if not com pliance with your counby’s com prehensive plan.

Fag @ of 10



Fram the Desk of joe A Kunder
iz Pl

So here izwhat I ask your office to pleaze do before approving this permit:

1. Watuntil Sound Transit Planning i donewith the 5T3 playbooks and
review the relevant sections on FPaine Held. Then mest with Sound
Transit Planning Director Faren Fitss and see what the “Fussell
Wilson of Sound Transit” thinks about this proposal. One of the
biggestgripes of Sound Transit Planning 1= arything that could umpact
alignment of or delivery time of light rail extension.

2. Seel Everett Transit Flanner Sabina Popa’s input.  Everett: City
Goverrunent 8 clamoring for thiz terminal, so Everett Transits ver)”
capalle transit planner should be empoweredto draft & execute a
plan to reduce the demand on parking and roads at this facility.

3. Malke sure Community Transits very capable CEOQ Emmett Heath and
staff are aware of thiz projposal and request input.  After all) its
Commuity Transit that iz building Seeift IT 2 half mile away.

4. Demanda copyofthe promised Transportation Dem and Managem ent
[TDv1) zite plan iz made public and submitted for public com ment.

E. Feview thiz Gibson 2016 Traffic Impact Analysie and see of that
atalysis = truly 227 garcwith the proposed amount of air passenger
traffic thatwill be going through the terminal.

Ultitm ately, what I seek your office do iz ensure consulfa ion and infegration
writh Comm unity Transit, Everett Tra neit £ Sound Transit regarding this permat,
thiz terminal simply must come to fruition, then lets male sure mass
transportation = available, preferably o the terminal doors. Whomever provides
that first mile/last mine transit connection 1= a transit agency, a public-private
partnership or a fully private zector provider 1z irrelevant. Wi o relevarréis
ENCOUraZing traneit vae and rewarding boosters of light rail to Everett via Paine
Field with a good connection from the light rail to the Paine Field Commercial
Terminal propozal before your office.

Finallty, I request to pleass be a party of record in this matter. Please advize
me via e-mail orif you must snail mail of updates to this sifuation.

Very sincerely yours,

Joe A Eunzler

Avgeelkios Productions

201 Metcalf Street, PIVIB 21
Sedro - Woolley, WA 35284

grovwlerninize (@zm ail com

Fag 9 of 10



From the Desk of jo2 A, Kunzder
| isa 7 .

Erndnotes

! FDr’ emmple to the J:I_ukﬂ_te;-_&a;gn_ | had publlshed o | Ha}fI!III |&at

|g13[{|5222ﬂ2£|ﬂ |53EEI that, Regar‘-:lmg the Paine Fizld passenger' ter‘rnma] f-:-:use-:l rcte on
aesthetics than implermentation [ Fassenger terminal at Paine Aeld could open in 2007, it seared
completely abzent the legitimate question how people ate going to gt to the terminal 1o the airplane,
and home people with ho car are going o get from the airplane 1o thei final destination ”

Az to iy Bwerett Herald zorties, hifpo iy N
"Bus better option foF Faine Aeld”. Back on | Apnl EIII IE- Iha.d publlshed "Thereis also the sensitive
rnatter of tzfic mitization for any commercial terminal 2t Paine Field zeeminglwabzent dom public
discuszion.” Back on 23 Febmar}flﬂ I Ihad published under " County rmust work with all parties” at
that | felt [and =1l &2l on 10 Juns
201068 ) " Cormmmunity Tranzit current y has no plan to provide ad ditional serdce to Paine Field to allevate
trafic by szerdng the 205 000-plus annual wzitors o the Future of Flight, for one. So, cbedously if
Cornmunity Trahsit canmot serve the Ruture of Flight, Cormmunity Tranzit will snottily not seree a Paine
Field termninal, rmeaning rnore tafhc.”

' Link to sortie to Snohomish Cn:uunt}f Cn:uur‘u:ll

"My public comments 1o the

Snn:uhcrnls!-'n C-:unt}f Ccuunn:ll re: Futur‘e

U measured the distance with Google Barth. Alzo ll dizclosure: Many tires e uged the Sound
Tranzit Light Rail to get me to the Bellair Airporter via that 0.4 mile covered walk.

w My source for the Allegiant Arines AZ20 capacity iz bitpe o allegiantair cornda dins -z rafi-
otz and was reviewed on || June 2016,

v My source is Alaska AiHines’ website at hitpafwowew alaskaaie cordconten trawel-infofour-airca tor2r-
A00-eraspx and was reviewead on |1 June 2016,

“ The Sound Transit 3 Draf't Flan publlu: comments are up at

ol can review Mrs. Karen Kitsis' reaime here: : i i “kitsiz-
Mz, Kitdz had experienc e with Harpton Roads Tranzit betore Sound Transit, a regional tansit ag_en-:}f
with light rzil and buzes, just like Sound Transzit.

A Py zourc e s ittt onmntiahe orpSn dad i which | checked on 1] June 2016,

b | copypasted fom wour Snohomish County Transportation Berment Cormprehensive Plan POF up at
httpedferwew snohornizshe oun s o Docurmen tCentertiewitdh |

* bid.

¥ hid.
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5 July 2016

Tom Barnett

Snohomish County Planning & Development Services

3000 Rockefeller Avenue, M/S 604

Everett, WA 98201

Tom.Barnett@co.snohomish.wa.us

Re: 16-109244-000-00-LDA Paine Field Passenger Terminal — Follow-Up Comments Post-Review of

Gibson Traffic Impact Analysis

Tom;

Joe Kunzler here. After reviewing the Gibson Traffic Impact analysis, here are some concerns:
About “574 stalls of automobile parking for airline passengers, waiting, rental cars, and terminal
employees” give or take a few, according to your website. 1’'m led to believe parking will remain
free — so basically a MASSIVE subsidy from lower income to higher income folks, a MASSIVE
subsidy of priceless airport land for free parking to a commercial terminal with minimal income
back to fund the airport’s operations!
The Gibson Traffic Impact Analysis considers only a 150-seat aircraft. Not as per my first
comments of 12 June, a “177 passenger A320-2001, with two pilots and my guesstimate four flight
attendants. So roughly about 183 folks needing to exit and another 183 folks needing to board the
Allegiant airplane.” Nor Alaska Airlines’ largest aircraft is the Boeing 737-900 with capacity of
181 passengers, 2 pilots and 4 flight attendants.?2 So about 187 folks off of the airplane, 187 folks
onto the airplane.” Again, I believe, “You respectfully need to look more into how you were told
in the SEPA Environmental Checklist, “maximum anticipated trips during the peak-hour have
been estimated at 212 trips” as that does not appear to accurately calculate traffic loads.”
956 daily trips have been calculated in the traffic study — if you trust proponents” math
No current plan for an Airporter or shuttle to Community Transit or Everett Transit services.
Which is a huge issue.
A traffic study with a grand total of ONE mention of the word transit. ONE.

So here it is, it’s Summer 2016 and we have a new transportation facility focused on bringing
people to and from aircraft via only one mode of transportation — namely the automobile. At least the
Bellingham International Airport mentioned by the Gibson Traffic Impact Analysis has the private sector
Bellair Airporter to alleviate some of that.

So I’m going to pose some questions to Snohomish County Planning and Development I think your
planning process needs to consider please:
1. Have you initiated contact with Everett Transit and Community Transit about transit service to
this facility?

2. Are you in coordination with Sound Transit’s Karen Kitsis or one of her deputy planners to ensure
if (and likely when) ST3 is ratified by the voters, Sound Transit can synchronize ST3 plans to
have light rail at Paine Field (aka South Everett Industrial Center) with this proposed terminal?

1 My source for the Allegiant Airlines A320 capacity is https://www.allegiantair.com/airline-aircraft-airports and
was reviewed on 11 June 2016.

2 My source is Alaska Airlines’ website at https://www.alaskaair.com/content/travel-info/our-aircraft/737-900-
er.aspx and was reviewed on 11 June 2016.



mailto://Tom.Barnett@co.snohomish.wa.us
https://www.allegiantair.com/airline-aircraft-airports
https://www.alaskaair.com/content/travel-info/our-aircraft/737-900-er.aspx
https://www.alaskaair.com/content/travel-info/our-aircraft/737-900-er.aspx

[Voters in the Sound Transit District need to know before October 21 when absentee ballots drop for
the 8 November General Election how ST3 if voter approved will work with Paine Field and will
there be a transit connection from a Paine Field light rail station to the Paine Field Terminal — yes or
no, no fuzzy answers.]

3. How many people are projected to use this terminal as a means of taking a daytrip to Paine Field
and/or Mukilteo, then flying out in the evening?
(Especially considering no less than three aviation educational facilities on the Paine Field
campus, one of which internationally recognized in the Future of Flight & Boeing Tour and the
other two occasionally mentioned in national & international aviation publications?)

4. Are you legally able to request terminal proponents incorporate mass transportation® with this
facility?

5. Can you legally require all parking at this terminal come with an upfront price — especially as the
Airport cannot gift land and expect to retain FAA grant eligibility? After all, Bellingham
International Airport and SeaTac International charge for parking. 1 am aware there is also Paine
Field management pushback against cooperation with Community Transit requests for land to
provide transit services to Paine Field tenants?

In conclusion, thanks for taking these supplemental comments. | hope you understand my
decision to raise policy questions is to work towards a collaborative rather than combative result since
much of what the majority of regional folks truly want is outside of your jurisdiction.

Ultimately, what | seek your office do is ensure consultation and integration with Community
Transit, Everett Transit & Sound Transit regarding this permit. If this terminal simply must come to
fruition, then let’s make sure mass transportation is available, and minimal transportation impacts upon
both Everett & Mukilteo. Again, | want to see fellow boosters of light rail to Everett via Paine Field
rewarded with a good connection from the light rail to the Paine Field Commercial Terminal proposal
before your office based on the data.

Again, | request to please be a party of record in this matter. Please advise me via e-mail or if you
must snail mail of updates to this situation.

Very sincerely yours;

Joe A. Kunzler

AvgeekJoe Productions

901 Metcalf Street, PMB 21
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284
growlernoise@gmail.com

3] use the term “mass transportation” so as to include private sector providers (e.g. Bellair Airporter) in this discussion.
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July 14, 2016 EVERETT TRANSIT

Tom Barnett, Project Manager
3000 Rockefeller fwva, #G04
Everett, WA fE200

Aa: PFN 16 109244 000 00 LDA, Palne Fleld Passenger Terminal

Dear Mr, Barmett,

Thank you for allowing Everett Transit to review the proposal for the construction of new passenger
facilities at Snohomish County Alrport — Paine Fleld, Everatt Transit's closest routes are on Ainport Rd.,
and its primary service area is the City of Everett. We have several routes that extend beyond sur
service area, and have worked with Community Transit in providing services that work together, that are
efficient and easy to use for our residents, visitors and commuters, We welcorme the cppartunity of
supporting the economic developrnant of our city and county, by suggesting the infrastructure neads
that make future trandil service to this particular site possible,

In order to be able to access the site, the infrastructure provided should:

« Accommodate trips for our 40-ft. vehicles, in terms of lane size, road materials used, and turning
radiuses within the flow of traffic;

* Allow the designation of a load/unload area dedicated to buses, that permits the boarding and
alighting of pazsengers on the right side of the wehicle. If the bus needs to pull owut and then back
into the lane of travel, enough space should be allowed for that transition in the designated area;

» Provide the space and customer amenities for transit users at the designated bus zone.

We would be happy to work with Community Transit and Propeller Airports Paine Field to ensure that
transit demand for service at this site can be accommodated in the future.

Tom Hingson, Transportation Services Director (425-257-8930 || thingsonB@everattwa,gov), and | will be
the contacts for Everett Transit regarding this project. Please feel free to forward our contact
information to the applicant and let us know if you have any guestions regarding our feedback.

Thank you,

b R

Sabina Pu]:la,-Pn:lgram Manager = Service Planning I 425-257-8805 |l spopa@everativa.goy

Cily of Everett | Everett Transit | 3201 Smith Ave., Suite 215 || Everett, WA 98201
425-257-8910 || Fax: 425-267-8945 || www.EveretiTransit.org
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Ty 19,2014

Via Facsimile j{425) 358-3872)
and Email ffom barneffiisnoco. org)

Tom Barnett

Prinicipal Economic D evelopm ent Officer
Snchomish County PDE

3000 Rockefeller Averme, DI a0d
Ewerett, Wa 98201

RE: File Ho. 16-109244 LDA: Proposal to Construct MNew Passenger Facilities at
Anchomish County Atrport-Faine Field (3CA-PA)

Dreat Wit Batnett:

I represent the City of Muldlteo with regard to the Propeller/Paine Field application The
City has already submitted commierts ditectly to you This letter supplements those comim ents
and concerns b o particular issues related to the application,

First, as you may know, the City has pending a challenge in the Washington Coutt of
Appeals to the County's falwe to conduct BEPA review before entering into the “option”
agreement with Fropeller Inc. concerming the current project. It is not the intert of this comment
letter to debate the merits of that appeal. That said it is important that the Departmeent fufill the
written commitm ents made by the County in the Court of Appeals in defending against the
City" 2 appeal. These include the following

The Option expressly requires completion of full BEPA review prior to execation
of anylease, and reserves to the County full SEP A authority

Corrected Response Brief |, Cify of Mukilfeo, ef al v Shohomish Cownlp, of &l , Washington
Cout of Appeals No, 743279 (Tune 2, 20167 at 10,

L0003 ec omd Awenve, Suie 3100 Seatde, Was Hington ¥5104
tdephone 2064411060 « wwwewlaw net - fedmile 206,441, 1089



EGLICE & WHITED PLLC
Ty 19, 2016
Paged of 3

The actial facts support affismance, inclading (17 the County appe oved only a
cotudti onal Option whichisz not o “project action™ (20 the Optionis contingerd
upot cotipl eti oo of SEPA review;, and (3 the C oty tetains fdl SEPA authority
to consider aty specific latd use application submitted by Propeller Adrports atwd
to impose mitigat on cornit ons atd to select a “no action” alternative.

Corrected Response Brief at 13 (emphasis added).

The City dso argues that SEPA review was triggered because the agyeement
“limited” the diemative sitesto be considered. Thiz iz not e, Propeller Adrpotts
tetairs fill abdlityto craft and determine the scope of any actual proj ect proposal
it may subnit, atud the © oty redsine full shility to revew, condition, atd
approve of fefect ey proposd.

Corrected Response Brief at 22 (emphasis added).

The City  clam that the Option binds the C owaty to “a decidion onoa specific
cotstrict of and operation project ina specificlocation” is mistaken See
Opening Br. at 26, The Coundy retaing sufficient discretion to act in response to
SEPS revdeny, including the 11 ght to impose mitigstion conditions or iesue a “no
acticgy”™ determitation.

Corrected Fesponse Brief at 25 (emphasis added).

Itis afact that there iz orly one locati on owrrently proposed to construct passenget
termina This does not prevernt the C ounty from conducting an analysis of
dternative | ocations under SEPA

Cottected Response Brief at 25 (emphasis added).

The same is true hete, The Optionis conditioned on the osteome of SEPA review,

atd the C oty retaine & sor etion to spger ove, condition, of dersy anyr land use
permits thereaffer, CF 77-20. The County also has suthority to review and

1000 5 econd fueue, Tuit 3130 Seatle, B bington 13104




EGLICK & WHITED PLLC
Ty 19,2016
Page3of 3

approve all design specificat ons theoush the permit procechar ez, The C ounty slso
has the ongoing authority, after SEPA review, to require compliatice with all
etrvitotan ental laws and permits, whichwill be ah express lease reqiten ent, orce
erecuted. CF 138 Tike the city and county in bifernaficowl Longshore, the
Cowrity cat change cowse if the SEPA review susgedeit should

Corrected Response Brief at 27 (emphasiz added).

Therefore, SEPA review by the County must be conducted to be both procedurally and
substartively consistent with the incdusive and broad parameter s the County has assured the
Cot of Appeads will apply

decord as a corallary to the first frineiple noted abowe, review of the Propeler proposa,
inncluding SEPA review, must not assume pre-emption of the Courty’s avthesity as P aine Field
proprietor to ardicipate and miti gate sigrificant adwverse impacts, incduding noise. Propeietor
tneaswes to at cipate atd mitizde adver s impacts of passenger airoraft operation are not
wuifiornly probibited wnder federal law, 49 TT3C 417130003); Friends of the B, Hampfon
Airport, e, v. Townaof B Hampfow, Mo 1 5-CV 2248 T ARL), 2015 0.3, Dist. LEXTE 53442
(EDHN.Y. June 26, 2015); Megt T Helicopfer Corp. of Am. v, Oy of New Tork, 137 F 3451 (2nd
Cir. 19987, Alaska Arlmes v Cifyp of Long Beach, 957 F24 977 (PthCit. 19917, In Alaska
Airlives the Hinth Cirewt held thet a city sitport propeiebot”s o se- cotitr ol teasare was nod
preettpted by federal 1aw, bt rather fell wnder the “proprietor exempt on™ established by
Congress. Moreowver, the court state d that the “goal of reducing drport noise to control liakdlity
and imptove the aesthetics of the ersAromm et 15 alegtitmate and permiszaible one™

Thank youfor the opportunity to submit these preliminay commerds. Please make sure
that this office aswell asthe Cityis listed as ah interested patrty for purposes of all notices atd
decisions oot ettt this moatter,

Aincerel sy,
EGLICK & E?i.f‘HITED PLLC

Py

Peter I.Edlick

o Client



T oy TS Mokiffoo WS SEE7S
SOCITW. O

lluly 18, 2016

kit Tom Barnett

Snohomish County Planning and Development Services
Economic Developrment Officer, Flanning Division
1000 Rockefeller Avenue, M/S B

Everett, WA 98201

Fe: Fropeller Airports Paine Field, LLC Fermit
Dear Mr. Barnett,

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment. Save Qur Communities memkbers come from
rany cities and unincorporated areas concerned with the use of Paine Field. We promote the corrent
use of Paine Field which includ es profmotion of aerospace jobs and economic activity.

The SERA checklist and Propeller Airport Paine Field, LLC application materials for constroction of a new
cotmmercial passenger air service facility at Paine Field indicate the intention to build a termmin al building
and associated parking as setforth in the Decetnber 2012 Envirohmental Assesstnent and follow on
FONSI/ROD.

SOC continu es to strongly object to the limited scope of study involved in the B4 as it did not fu lly
account forall direct and indirect impacts associated with changing the airport role to facilitate
scheduled commercial service the volume of which is largely vnrestricted by the FAS outside of safety
standards.

In response to a legal challenge on the insufficient scope of the EA, a court ruling highlighted the permit
process as the key step where conditions can be reguired to mitigate impacts. The ruling squareby placed
the attention and focus on the permitting process. The permit process mustaddress impacts beyond
those mereby associated with construction of the terminal and parking lotbut all the direct and indirect
irmpacts per the intention and reguirements of SEFAwhich was put into effect to ensure potential
significant adverse envircninental impacts are disclosed and mitigation measures be identified and
implemented. Such measures need to be fully incorporated as conditions of any approved permit.

Logic alone would indicate that changing the role of the airpott to accommodate scheduled cotmmercial
senvice would produce significant impacts as activity levels increase. We therefore continve our
recormmendation toyou that a full and comprehensive EIS be conducted on this proposal.



We fully understand that MEPS and SEPA are separate and as such we call upon you to ensure that the
SEPA processdoes not adopt a similarly limited scope but instead fully addresses initial and reazona bly
foreseeable potential impacts onissues including but not limited to like traffic, stormwater, noize and
perhaps the biggest issue — expanzionwhich & included inthe lease with Propeller. Instead of repeating
all of specifics and argurments around the need for a full impact analysis inthese commenrnts, please see
the SOC comments onthe Oraft E& on record with the FAS and County and the S0OC October 15, 2012
letter at httpy/fsocmaor g pdf/SOCItrtof A% Oct1 5201 2Final. pdf

It i= clear that starting scheduled commercial service hasthe potential to begin a domino effect
converting more and more of Paine Field land and operations to facilitate such service. Comprehensive
mitigation is not pozsible abzent full identification of all direct and indirect impacts associated with
starting and growing scheduled commercial service. Propeller Airport Faine Field, LLC plans if approved
without idertification of and paying for com prehensive mitigation rmeasures will over time push impacts
and mitigation onto the backs of citizens, cities and the county. The County needs to be committed at
eveny skep to avoid this outcome and to instead properly identify all direct and indirect impactz and
require the applicant to bear the associated mitigation and costs.

Wewould be happy to provide a8 point by point comment list on all direct and indirect impacts
associgted with the permit process before you. We'd prefer to have public opportunity to comment on
your fully completed draft work when that i= completed.

We are aware that the City of Mukilteo iz submitting comments and we cormmunicate veny closehy with
them on Faine Field issues. Although S0C did not participate in helping the City of Mukilteo draft their
comments, | can assure you that SOC supports the input and perspectives of Mukilteo with respect to
Paine Field and with respect to the permitting processes associated with addressing the Propeller
Airports Paine Field, LLC Permit Application.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit “preliminary” comments on the Propeller Airports Paine Field
Pazzenger Terminal project. Pleasze feel free to contact me at presidenti@socra.org if you have any
guestions or would like specific issue comments that would assist you in com pleting your permit rewiew
and condition identification ohligations.

Sincerely,

Mike Moore
Presidert



CITY OF

%/ MUKILTEO

Planning and Community
Development Department

July 18, 2016

Mr. Tom Bamett

Snohomish County Planning and Development Services
Feonomic Development Officer, Planning Division
3000 Rockeleller Avenue, M/S 604

Everett, WA 98201

Re: Propeller Airports Paine Field, LLC

Digar Mr. Barnett,

Thank you for providing the City of Mukilteo the opportunity to comment on the SEPA
checklist and initial application materials submitted by Propeller Airport Paine Field,
LLC for construction of a new commercial passenger air service facility ai the
Snohomish County Airport = Paine Field. Per the SEPA Checklist the facility currently
proposed will consist of a terminal building and associated parking consistent with the
December 2012 NEPA Environmental Assessment and FONSIROD. However, it is
apparent that it will be a potential inducement for, and will be treated by some as a
precedent for more intense use. It is therefore important to aveid an artificially narrow
approzach to the application, including in particular with regard to SEPA review,

The purpose of the SEPA process is to ensure that potential significant adverse
environmental impacts are disclosed and mitigation measures identified and
implemented. Surrounding neighbors, ineluding the City of Mukilteo depend on the
process 1o ensure the identification and mitigation of significant adverse impacts on
them. Here, the application falls short in two respects,

As a threshold matter, afier comparing the NEPA FONSI with SEPA documents prepared
for the project, there appear to be several inconsistencies and omissions between the two
which must be addressed prior to issuing any environmental determination. With the
exception of applying standard construction Best Management Practices and Traffic
Mitigation Fees, the application and SEPA documents do not evaluate project impacts on
the surrounding neighborhoods or jurisdictions nor do they contain any reasonable
assurances or mitigation conditions to ensure that the limitations imposed by the FONSI
are and will continue to be applied to this project.
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Further, the SEPA Checklist and other application materials virtually assure repetition of
past errors by ignoring issues that would arise in the event of expansion atd/or
intensification of use.

Project Description:

The December 4, 2012 Finding of No Significant Impact and Record of Decision for
commercial passenger service at Paine Field imposed specific limitations on the size and
use of the facility. According to the FONSI, page 3, the proposal was to: construct a
miodular addition to the existing terminal building, accommodate up to two prospective
carriers, two gates, 18,000 square fool holding area that accommodates 225 people in the
boarding area, all with no additional parking required.

The project description in the SEPA Checklist is minimal; it describes a 29,300 square
feet of interior space in compliance with FAA Advisory Circular 150/5360-13 Planning
and Design Guidelines for Airport Terminal Facilities. What does that even mean? For
the lay person, the project description provided by the applicants of this project cannot be
ensily compared to that contained in the FONSI
s How does the project comply with the 18,000 square foot holding area described
in the FOMNSI?
e How docs the passenger holding area comply with the maximum 225 person
oecupancy?
Docs the current proposal allow for further expansions?
The project is limited to two gates and two earriers; where does the SEPA
Checklist or proposed mitigation condition(s) limil the project to two cartiers?
» The FONSI limited service to short flights: Portland, Spokane, and Los Vegas.
Where in the SEPA Checklist does it clearly specify how this terminal will be
used and what flights will be offered?

Impervious Area:

Drainage from the project will flow inte Japanese Guleh in the City of Mukilteo. The
SEPA Checklist (question 1.g) notes that the project will have a net impervious coverage
of about a hall-acre. However, the application materials note 53,000 square feet of new
impervious aren: that's about 1.2 acres of new impervious surface. SEPA question 4.b
states “ppproximately 31,000 square fect of grass-covered infield would be removed and
replaced with a landscaped parking area™; that is approximately .71 acres of new
impervious anca.

e  Were the drainape facilities designed for a halTl acre, .71 acres or 1.2 acres of
new impervious surface? How does the stormwater affect Japanese Guleh?

=  Why are there 1.2 acres of new impervious surface when the FONSI states
“Automobile parking will be provided in existing parking areas™? How is
building new parking consistent with the FOSNI? Will existing parking be
removed 1o keep the parking count on the airport consistent with current
conditions?

e Importantly, there is no acknowledgement of or assessment of impacts from
expansion or intensification of use. The City of Mukilteo of course does not
support such changes which would result in even greater impagcts. But, in the
absence of durable binding restrictions against that, such matiers as parking
facilities, including location and arrangements, must be acknowledged and cannot
be assumed to be without significant adverse impact. Amangements for private



vehicle parking, shuttle parking, rental car parking and their consequent impacts
(including increased impervious surface) all must be included in SEPA review
and must address both the current vague application, as well as subsequent
induced intensification and expansion. For example, avoidance of old-style
approaches that facilitate private car passenger facility access must be built into a
proposal from the start. The absolute necessity for addressing such issues and
attendant impacts at the outset and avoiding mistakes of the past is now even
more important due 1o public safety factors. Until all such impacts and factors are
comprehensively addressed, the current proposal is not ready for review or
approval.

Noise:r

The Environmental Assessment evaluated how the surrounding communities would be
affecied by increased aircrall noise resulting from commercial air service at Paine Field.
The FONSI specifically identified three airceaft types with limitations on the number of
operations starting in year one through vear five, (FONSL, page 5, proposed action) The
SEPA Checklist, Envirommental Health, question b. Noise, responds by noting that
construction noise will be subject to the Snohomish County Noise Ordinance and that
operations are monitored via the Airports noise abatement program, This response is
both inadequate and open ended.

The limitations on which the federal FONSI depends such as limiling the number ol
operations per the FONSI and limiting the type of aircrafi that meet the DNL 65 noise
contour or less are not reflected in the proposal submitted to the County or in the
eorresponding SEPA Cheeklist.

Transportation Tmpacts:
Section 14, Traflic, question f states that the parking caleulation for the proposed new
terminal was based off of the Bellingham International Airport, the ITE manual and
various County and City of Everett staff expertise. The Bellingham Airport has five
gales with 2,500 parking stalls; this equates to approximately 500 stalls per gate.
Between 1980 and 2010, Bellingham had to expand their parking area twice to keep up
with the demand for service.
= The Propeller proposal references the Bellingham Airport as an example of
similar facilities; however there is noe reconciliation or analysis of how their
model of 300 stalls per gate compares with Bellingham™s 500 stalls per gate,
s How do the 300 stalls per gate meet the air crafll operations limitations imposed in
the FOSNI? There is no mention in the SEPA Checklist connecting parking to the
number of flights allowed wnder the existing FONSL

Question h zoes on to ask how the proposal will mitigate any traffic impacts created by
the proposal. The response: payment of traffic impact mitigation fees and preparation of
a Transportation Demand Management Plan, Again, the response to the SEPA question
is minimal and completely inadequate for the type of project being proposed and leaves
significant adverse impacts unmitigated.  Building a new passenger air service terminal
in Snohomish County has the potential to ereate significant unmitigated adverse
environmental effects on the adjacent community,









TITLE 30 SCC EROSION CONTROL
PERFORMANCE SECURITY - BOND

STATE OF WASHINGTON )
1SS, BOND NO.
COUNTY OF SNOHOMISH )

We, as Principal
(the Principal), and as Surety (the Surety), a
corporation organized under the laws of the State of and duly authorized to

transact Surety business in the State of Washington, are held and firmly bound unto Snohomish County (the

County), a political subdivision of the State of Washington, in the amount of $ , for the
payment of which sum we bind ourselves, and each of our executors, administrators, successors and assigns, jointly
and severally.

Now, therefore, the conditions of these obligations are such, that if the Principal installs and maintains all
erosion control and sediment control measures as shown on the approved stormwater site plan for the project of

, project file number required
under Snohomish County Code (SCC) and abates potential adverse impacts to public and private drainage facilities
and property from the failure of the erosion control and sediment control measures until final inspection and
construction acceptance by the County of all drainage facilities specified by the stormwater site plan, then this
obligation shall be void; otherwise the obligations set forth herein shall remain in full force and effect until released
by the County, PROVIDED that the duration of the obligations set forth herein may be extended by the Director of
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services (the Director) as provided by SCC 30.84.030.

We further agree, that if, during the period this performance security is in effect, the Director determines
that the Principal has failed to regularly and properly maintain the erosion control and sediment control measures
and/or the drainage facilities or the erosion control and sediment control measures and/or drainage facilities are not
operating as designed, the Director shall notify the Principal and Surety, in accordance with SCC 30.84.050. The
notice shall describe the work or improvements that must be done to prevent the forfeiture of the security device,
provide a date certain by which the required work or improvements must be completed to the Director’s
satisfaction, and state that if the work or improvements are not completed within the time specified, the County
may proceed with forfeiture of the security device and use the funds to complete the required work or
improvements. The Surety, in accordance with SCC 30.84.050(4), has the option to either pay up to the full
security amount to the County upon demand or complete the work according to the County’s terms and conditions.
The amount demanded by the Director or their designee will be a good faith estimate of the actual cost of the work
or improvements to be completed.

We further agree that if it is necessary for the County to take any legal action against any signatory to this
agreement to assure the proper completion of this project, the County shall be entitled to its reasonable costs and
attorney's fees.

We further agree that in the event the real property upon which the work secured by this s security device
is annexed into an incorporated municipality, the County, pursuant to SCC 30.84.020(2)(b), shall have the right, at
its option and in its sole discretion, to assign the County’s interest in this security device to the annexing
municipality without the necessity of obtaining a re-issuance of the security device. Should the County assign its
interest in this security device to a municipality, the County shall promptly deliver written notice of the assignment
to the Surety and the Principal.
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Project Name:

Project File Number:

We further agree that the Principal and the Surety shall promptly notify Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services of any change of address. Change of addresses notices shall be in writing and shall be
mailed to Snohomish County Planning and Development Services, 3000 Rockefeller Ave., M/S 604, Everett, WA
98201. The County will mail only to the last known address of Principal and Surety.

Signed this

day of

Principal

Address

City, State, Zip

Phone Number:

Signature of Principal

Please Print Name & Title

Accepted by Snohomish County:

Surety

Address

City, State, Zip

Phone Number:

Signature of Surety Official

Please Print Name & Title

Date:




TITLE 30 SCC EROSION CONTROL
PERFORMANCE SECURITY - ASSIGNMENT OF FUNDS

STATE OF WASHINGTON )
. SS.
COUNTY OF SNOHOMISH )

We hereby agree as Principal (the Principal) that the sum of $ will be held

savings account number in the name

for the benefit of Snohomish County to assure performar

requirements hereunder.

Now, therefore, the conditions of these obligations are such, that if the Principal installs and maintains all
erosion control and sediment control measures as shown on the approved stormwater site plan for the project

of , project file number required under Snohomish
County Code and abates potential adverse impacts to public and private drainage facilities and property from the
failure of the erosion control and sediment control measures until final inspection and construction acceptance by
Snohomish County of all drainage facilities specified by the stormwater site plan, then this obligation shall be
void; otherwise the obligations set forth herein shall remain in full force and effect until released by Snohomish
County, PROVIDED that the duration of the obligations set forth herein may be extended by the Director of
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services (the Director) as provided by SCC 30.84.030.

We further agree, that if, during the period this performance security is in effect, the Director determines
that the Principal has failed to regularly and properly maintain the erosion control and sediment control measures
and/or the drainage facilities or the erosion control and sediment control measures and/or drainage facilities are
not operating as designed, the Director shall notify the Principal and Financial Institution, in accordance with
SCC 30.84.050. The notice shall describe the work or improvements that must be done to prevent the forfeiture
of the security device, provide a date certain by which the required work or improvements must be completed to
the Director’s satisfaction, and state that if the work or improvements are not completed within the time specified,
the County may proceed with forfeiture of the security device and use the funds to complete the required work or
improvements. The Financial Institution, in accordance with SCC 30.84.050(4), has the option to either pay up to
the full security amount to the County upon demand or complete the work according to the County’s terms and
conditions. The amount demanded by the Director or their designee will be a good faith estimate of the actual
cost of the work or improvements to be completed.

We further agree that if it is necessary for the County to take any legal action against any signatory to
this agreement to assure the proper completion of this project, the County shall be entitled to its reasonable costs
and attorney's fees.

We further agree that in the event the real property upon which the work secured by this security device
is annexed into an incorporated municipality, the County, pursuant to SCC 30.84.020(2)(b), shall have the right,
at its option and in its sole discretion, to assign the County’s interest in this security device to the annexing
municipality without the necessity of obtaining a re-issuance of the security device. Should the County assign its
interest in this security device to a municipality, the County shall promptly deliver written notice of the
assignment to the Financial Institution and the Principal.
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Project Name:

Project File Number:

We further agree that the Principal and the Financial Institution shall promptly notify Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services of any change of address. Change of addresses notices shall be in writing
and shall be mailed to Snohomish County Planning and Development Services, 3000 Rockefeller Ave., M/S 604,
Everett, WA 98201. The County will mail only to the last known address of Principal and Financial Institution.

Signed this

day of

Principal

Address

City, State, Zip

Phone Number:

Signature of Principal

Please Print Name & Title

Accepted by Snohomish County:

Financial Institution

Address

City, State, Zip

Phone Number:

Signature of Bank Official

Please Print Name & Title

Date:




